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In response to the Examiner's Answer dated 10/29/04, Appellant presents the following 

reply. 

The Examiner's response to Appellant's arguments maintains that the cited art of the 
Chandra et al reference ("Chandra") teaches a messaging system (324 in FIG. 3) and distinct 
database system (FIG. 3) which gains access to the messaging system. Appellant respectfully 
disagrees. 

As described by Chandra with reference to FIG. 3 in col. 6, lines 14-28: 

A database application 300 comprises first and second client application programs 
301, 302 coupled to a relational database system 304. The relational database 
system 304 comprises a database server 310 stored in a volatile memory 306 of a 
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processor, such as main memory 104 of computer system 100. The database server 
310 communicates with data files 322, 324 either directly or through a database 
cache 312 interposed between a data file (such as file 324) and the database server 
310. The data files are stored in a nonvolatile memory 308, such as data storage 
device 107 of the computer system 100; each of the data files comprises a plurality 
of data blocks. For example, the data file 322 comprises data blocks 322a, 322b, 
which contain data of interest to the application programs 301, 302. 

Chandra clearly demonstrates that the element 324 cited by the Examiner is a data file in a 

relational database system that comprises a plurality of data blocks, which can store queue tables 

comprising queues and messages of queues (col. 6, lines 45-47). Appellant respectfully submits 

that there is nothing to teach or suggest that the storage of data blocks including queue tables of 

queues and messages of queues in data file 324 of the relational database system 304 is a 

messaging system itself, as argued by the Examiner. 

Further, Appellant respectfully submits that a data file has the function of storing data, as 

taught in the section of Chandra quoted hereinabove ("The data files are stored in a nonvolatile 

memory 308") and does not provide functions at all. Thus, Appellant respectfully submits that 

there is nothing to teach or suggest the recited provision of one or more chosen functions from a 

messaging system in a database system by the teaching of a data file storing queues in cited 

element 324. 

Without teaching or suggesting the provision of one or more chosen functions from a 
messaging system in a database system, there can be nothing to teach or suggest the recited 
utilization of the one or more chosen functions, including utilization within structured query 
language statements to access the messaging system from the database system. The Examiner 
asserts that the functions of ENQUEUE and DEQUEUE of Chandra are the functionalities that 
correspond to the recited one or more chosen functions, and are considered to be "from the 
messaging system" by reason that they are functions used in the messaging system. Appellant 
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respectfully disagrees and submits that these are not functions used in the messaging system. 
Rather, they are functions of the database system that are used in the database system to access 
the queue tables of the data files of the database system. See Table 3 (columns 23-24), which "is 
an example of SQL statements that may be used to command an embodiment of the invention to 
enqueue and then dequeue a single message," and which shows ENQUEUE and DEQUEUE as 
distinct commands in the SQL language as implemented in a database system. That these 
commands result in action on a queue table that contains messages in the database system does 
not provide any teaching or suggestion that they should or could be considered to be "from the 
messaging system", as asserted by the Examiner, since they are commands of the database system 
itself to manage the data file that contains a message queue. 

In addition, the Examiner states "examiner believes that the intended meaning of the 
claim language 'from a messaging system', based on applicant's specification is exactly met by 
the functionalities of ENQUEUE and DEQUEUE taught by Chandra et al. In appellant's 
specification, the chosen functionalities are functions used in a messaging system . These are 
exactly the functionality implied by the terms ENQUEUE and DEQUEUE" (page 5). Appellant 
respectfully disagrees with the Examiner and points out that Appellant's specification is clear in 
the description of FIG. 1 that messaging software/a message queue manager (e.g., MQSeries) is 
running on a computer system for managing a message queue. As further disclosed by 
Appellant's specification, during messaging operations, whenever a new message destined for 
computer system lc is received over network 2 from one of the other computer systems (e.g., la 
or lb) the message is stored in the message queue 1 1 . The data associated with the message is 
stored in long term storage 14. When the processor 13 requests that a particular message be 
dequeued, that message's associated data is retrieved from storage 14 and provided to processor 
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13. This occurs without any teaching or suggestion of a need to utilize commands of the 
database system. Rather, as further described in the specification, the integration of messaging 
software functionality into database programming with the present invention is achieved through 
a straightforward approach that utilizes the mechanisms provided by SQL to allow a database 
query to be formed that incorporates messaging operations within a SQL statement. In this 
manner, the SQL statement appears in itself as an application to the messaging software . 

Thus, while the Examiner has interpreted the intended meaning of claim 1 based on the 
specification, Appellant respectfully submits that this interpretation has failed to fully consider 
the actual disclosure of the specification, which demonstrates that there is a messaging system 
(e.g., MQSeries) with its own functionality and a database system with its own functionality, and 
through the integration of functions of the messaging system in the database system, access to the 
messaging system from the database system can occur, such that the SQL statement of the 
database system appears in itself as an application to the messaging software. Appellant 
respectfully submits that claims are clearly recited in the present invention and require no further 
interpretation of intended meaning. Thus, Appellant respectfully reiterates that the use of SQL 
commands to access a data file in a database system as disclosed by Chandra offers no teaching 
or suggestion of the recited invention, which includes providing one or more chosen functions 
from a messaging system in a database program and utilizing the one or more chosen functions 
from the database program within structured query language statements to access the messaging 
system from the database program. 

For the foregoing reasons, along with those reasons presented in the Appeal Brief, 
Appellant further respectfully reiterates the request that the Board reverse the rejection of all the 
appealed claims and find each of these claims allowable. 
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This Reply Brief is being submitted in triplicate, and the Commissioner is authorized to 
charge any fees associated with this communication to Deposit Account No. 09-0460 (IBM 
Corporation). 

Respectfully submitted, 
SAWYER LAW GROUP LLP 
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